In terms of the theoretical framework of an influential recent model of Bible translation, Left Dislocation (=LD) can be regarded as a "communicate clue" that translators must try to interpretively resemble in their target text translation. This exploratory study investigates how twenty translations (fifteen English, three Afrikaans, one German, and one Dutch) have interpretively resembled (or not) nine prototypical constructions, and one less prototypical one, from the book of Genesis. It has been found that, firstly, translations on the formal equivalent pole tend to interpretively resemble LD constructions. If the LD tends to be very prototypical, this tendency is displayed even by some translations towards the functional equivalent pole. Secondly, even in the case of prototypical instances, translations on the functional equivalent pole, however, tend not to interpretively resemble the construction. In these cases, it could be argued that they are not serving the very goal that they as a rule want to accomplish-that is, to provide readers with a translation that is easy to read and process. Thirdly, the structure of English, Afrikaans and Dutch-in contrast to German-often appears to require a construal that does not formally reflect the pronominal resumption of the LD constituent in the matrix clause. Fronting the LD constituent is often used, and sometimes a pause after the fronted (i.e. then dislocated) constituent is signaled by means of a comma or a dash. These findings concur with those of some of the other papers in this volume. Resumption, for example, is not always the primary distinctive feature of a LD construction; a tonal pause between the LD and its matrix clause may also suffice. There are also historical explanations as to why some of the functions of fronting and LD constructions overlap.
Introduction 1
Throughout the ages it has been a challenge for translators of the Bible to prepare translations that are both faithful to the sourcez text and understandable. This challenge has been addressed in a variety of ways; compare, for example, the history of the LXX, Targums and the Vulgate (Metzger 2001: 13-24, 29-35) . Since the 16th century, faithfulness became associated with a word for word, or what could be regarded as a type of formal equivalence to the source texta perception that may go back to Aquila (Metger 2001: 19) . In the 20th century, this situation drastically changed. One the one hand, more and more readers of the Bible insist on Bibles that they can understand. On the other hand, insights into how language and communication works exposed the extent to which word for word translations are prone to be misunderstood.
2
A quest for Bible translations that are more understandable, but still faithful to the source text, posed new challenges for the notion of "equivalence". Nida's models of dynamic 3 and later, functional equivalence, 4 represent attempts to address these challenges in terms of the linguistics and communication models of his day. Nida, with a background in linguistics and anthropology was well aware of the complexities involved in translating ancient sacral text. For example, the challenges posed by the incongruences between the conceptual world of the source text, the translator, and the target text. He nevertheless believed that what could be said in language A could also be said in language B. In other words, translation is replacing one set of codes with another one.
Nida's work has made a lasting impact on the field of translation. 5 However, developments during the last quarter of the 20th century in translation studies and linguistics exposed the shortcoming of some of his linguistics assumptions. 6 In the field of Translation Studies the notion of equivalence at large has been challenged. So much so that most Translation Studies scholars regard any attempt to attain equivalence whether at word, sense, text or functional level between a source and target text as a futile exercise. According to Pym (2010:41) there are only "a handful of theories that emphasizes the social function of equivalence as a shared illusion, a social function that becomes cost-effective in the practices of cross-cultural communication". The focus of Translation Studies shifted to that of identifying by means of descriptive studies all the "frames" or considerations that come into play in the process of translation as transcultural communication, e.g. textual, physical, cultural, sociological, historical, ideological, organizational, etc. essence entails the exchange of the set of codes of a source language with that of the target language, became impossible to maintain.
The study of the function and use of language was typically conducted in the circles of functional grammar, discourse analysis and pragmatics. Insights from these fields of study have been used in some models of translations to analyze a source text in order to determine possible equivalents in the target text. In the field of Bible translation, insights from Relevance Theory (a pragmatic theory), which adheres to an inferential model of communication, has been used by Gutt (1991 and 2000) to postulate a new model of Bible translation. According to Gutt, Bible translation is an extremely difficult instance of secondary communication. The challenge of this difficult form of communication could be addressed by means of either a "direct" or an "indirect" translation. Gutt uses these two notions in analogy to the notions "direct" and "indirect" speech. In a direct translation, which purports to "quote directly" the author of the source text, translators attempt to "interpretatively resemble" all the communicative clues of the source text in the context and conceptual world envisaged for the original audience of the source text. In "indirect translations," an attempt is also made to "interpretively resemble" the communicative clues of the source text, but in terms of the context and conceptual word of the target language culture. In contrast to Nida, Gutt did not adhere to the code model of communication. His inferential model of communication fully acknowledges that it is often not possible to interpretively resemble the full meaning of a word or expression by means of a translation equivalent. In those instances, the cognitive world of the target text readers needs to be supplemented by means of paratexts.
A key notion in Gutt's model is the notion "communicative clue". These clues need to be identified in the source text and be "interpretively resembled". In terms of Gutt's model, left dislocation can be regarded as an overt communicative clue.
Problem
Gutt's theoretical depiction of Bible translation cannot be faulted, and the heuristic value of the notion of "communicative clue" cannot be denied. Gutt succeeds in pointing out the complexities of translation as "interlingual interpretative use" and the complexity of the range of parameters to be considered in general. Gutt's notion of a direct translation is also showing its practical value in a major current translation of the Bible in Afrikaans. 9 However, Gutt provides little insight into the principles according to which the meaning of linguistic constructions may develop, firstly across languages and secondly, in a particular language x. For example, in the case of "communicative clues arising from semantic representations" with reference to Sperber and Wilson (1986) , he (Gutt 2000:141-144) points out the need to distinguish between the logical and encyclopaedic components of a lexical entry, but gives no indication of how and when the bodily, physical, psychological, and cultural experiences of a language community may become entrenched as part of their linguistic code.
10 It may be argued that Gutt, like many of the descriptive translation approaches of our day, has sensitized translators for the complexity of the task at hand, the co-textual, contextual, cultural, and sociohistorical considerations that have to be considered, but fall short of providing translators with some form of empirically grounded evidence or integrating framework for opting for a translation solution A instead of solutions B or C (in a context X of a source text that is translated for the purpose Y). As far as LD is concerned, one has to be fair towards Gutt -left dislocation primarily involves procedural meaning. In other words, the construction is used as a means to signal to the addressees how information about actors and/or entities should be processed. The construction typically does not encode any encyclopaedic information. Nevertheless, answers to the question as to how LD, as a symbolic unit, may develop, be used for, and acquire a variety of purposes -some prototypical and other less prototypical -in a specific language is as a rule beyond the scope of the truth-conditional semantics that relevance theory and Gutt adheres to. One of the main purposes of this project has been to get a clearer picture of how LD are used in different languages. A basic assumption is that language is a dynamic and complex system. This implies that, on the one hand, the same construction may have more than one function in language X, and, on the other hand, the same function may also be expressed by more than one formal contruction in that same language X (cf. Andrason 2016a&b). When one considers how LD are translated, one is therefore faced with the question: Did the translators fail to recognize or understand the functional value of the LD, or did their target language constrain the overt resemblance of the LD? Addressing these questions, is the focus of this paper.
Goal and method
This study investigates what Germanic (mainly English) translations have done with LD, an overt communicative clue that is attested across languages. The study has been prompted by the observation that the construction is apparently often ignored by translators. It is acknowledged, on the one hand, that the structure of languages differ and that in some languages attempts to formally resemble the LD in Biblical Hebrew may lead to ungrammatical and stylistic clumsy translations (cf. Andrason 2016b). It is also acknowledged that, on the other hand, the implicit or explicit translation brief of translations differ. However, it is hypothesized that (i) while formally equivalent translations typically attempt to "interpretively resemble" obvious prototypical instances of LD, they sometimes fail to adequately render less prototypical instances; (ii) translations towards the functional pole of the continuum, often appear to uncritically assume that any attempt to resemble the LD may give rise to translations that do not reading smoothly enough; 11 and (iii), constructions that are often used to interpretively resemble LD constructions in Biblical Hebrew may point to distinctive features of LD constructions in those target languages that differ from that of Biblical Hebrew. The goal of this study is to test the above-mentioned hypotheses. In this way, the value of fully understanding the function(s) of LD constructions and the need for concerted efforts to interpretively resemble them in terms of the structural features available in the target language, in all types of translations, can be illustrated.
For the purposes of this exploratory study I have selected twenty different translations ranging from the "extreme" literal word for word version like the KJV to the more "moderate" NIV and CEB, to the CEV and the Message that often boarder on paraphrases. The rendering of ten instances of LD by the above-mentioned translations are listed from what will be regarded as the formal equivalence pole (=FOE) of the continuum to that what is regarded as the functional equivalent pole (=FUE), viz., KJV (1900) , NKJV (1979) , DBV (forthcoming), Elberfelder (1985) , NASB (1995) , NRSV (1989) , ESV (2001) , NJPS (1985) , NJB (1985) , NIV (2011 ), CEB (2011 ), NBV (2004 , ISV (2011 ), NET (2006 , NLT (2013) , NLV (2006) , BNV (1983 /1998 ), GNB (1992 , CEV (1995) and The Message (2005) .
Starting by what could be regarded as more prototypical instances of LD, the two hypotheses postulated above will be "tested" by means of the following questions that are posed to each example that have been investigated: Firstly, what is the function of the LD in terms of our theoretical model? Secondly, do the translations overtly interpretively resemble, or reflect an attempt to resemble the function of the LD? Thirdly, do the way in which the translations overtly reflect (or not reflect) the LDs correlate with their positions on the continuum between the two poles? Fourthly, can the neglect to interpretively resemble the LD and/or its resumption be explained by other considerations than not recognizing or appreciating the function of the LD construction?
Examples Example 1
The referent of LD represents a switched topic that had been in need of reactivation, so that something can be said about them (cf. Westbury 2016) . The use of LD eases the processing effort of the information, in the case of #1 about "the donkeys that were lost three days ago" (referred to in 1 Sam 9:3), viz. "do not worry about them, for they have been found".
( 
Example 2
In this case, the Israelites are provided some regulations about the tithes they have to bring to the temple and how they should perform this task. After giving instructions of what they themselves should do, the attention is turned to "the Levites who are in your towns" (lit. "gates"). The function of the LD could be described as that of the change (i.e. switch) of the group about whom instructions are given. It eases the effort to process this switch about whom instructions are giving, and ensure that the audience process the information given to them well: "Do not neglect them, because they have no allotment or inheritance with you". If one considers how the audience is again reminded in Deut 14:29 that "…the Levities, because they have no allotment or inheritance with you", it may be argued that the speakers regarded it important to make certain that the audience keep this notion and its consequences for them in mind.
(2) Deut. 14:27 (uniquely identifiable)
26 "spend the money for whatever you wish-oxen, sheep, wine, strong drink, or whatever you desire. And you shall eat there in the presence of the Lord your God, you and your household rejoicing together. 27 As for the Levites resident in your towns, do not neglect them, because they have no allotment or inheritance with you." (NRSV)
KJV
And the Levite that is within thy gates; thou shalt not forsake him; for he hath no part nor inheritance with thee. The KJV, Elberf., DBV, NRSV and NET formally resemble the LD. The NASB, NJPS, CEB, NBV, Message and CEV suggest some type of shift. It is significant that many translations from all positions on the cline (NKJV, ESV, NJB, NIV, NLT, NLV, GNB) do not overtly try to resemble a LD here at all. 14 The question that could be posed is: if the NET and Message on the FUE side of the continuum display a sensitivity for the function of the LD, why do so many versions on the FOE pole appear to "ignore" the construction?
NKJV

Example 3
The speaker, the Lord, announces himself as Yahweh, the God of Jacob's ancestors. The Lord activates an identifiable entity, i.e. the ground/land on which Jacob was lying, by means of a LD in order to serve as the topic of the promise that he announces to Jacob. It is significant that the subsequent clause commences with a fronted indirect object -"to you" (which also has a split coordinated element "and to your off-spring").
14 Of these translations, the following link vs. 27 with a paragraph that starts in vs. 22. (NKJV, Elberf.; NRSV, ESV; NJB, NIV, CEB, NBV, NLT, BNV, CEV). Only the DBV, NJPS, ISV and GNB distinguishes a new pararagraph that runs from vs. 27 to 29. The Message distinguishes two new sub-paragraphs, viz. 27 and 28-29. The NET and NLV treat vss. 22-29 as one paragraph. It is significant that not all translations that appear to "interpretively resemble" the LD, distinguish a new paragraph, e.g. the Elberf., NRSV and NET (cf. CEB and NBV which reflect some sort of shift from vs.22-26 to vs. 27). Only in the DBV a prototypical LD construction coincides with a new paragraph. In the NJPS and ISV some sort of shift "but" coincides with distinguishing a new paragraph. In the GNB a new paragraph is distiguished with a translation that does not overtly reflect any shift from 22-26 to 27-29. NKJV the land on which you lie I will give to you and your descendants.
Elberf. das Land, auf dem du liegst, dir will ich es geben und deiner Nachkommenschaft.
NASB the land on which you lie, I will give it to you and to your descendants.
NRSV the land on which you lie I will give to you and to your offspring;
ESV
The land on which you lie I will give to you and to your offspring.
NJPS the ground on which you are lying I will assign to you and to your offspring.
NJB
The ground on which you are lying I shall give to you and your descendants. NIV I will give you and your descendants the land on which you are lying.
CEB I will give you and your descendants the land on which you are lying.
NBV
Het land waarop je nu ligt te slapen zal ik aan jou en je nakomelingen geven. ISV I'm giving you and your descendants the ground on which you're sleeping.
NET I will give you and your descendants the ground you are lying on.
NLT
The ground you are lying on belongs to you. I am giving it to you and your descendants.
NLV Die grond waarop jy lê, gee Ek vir jou en jou nageslag. GNB I will give to you and to your descendants this land on which you are lying. CEV I will give to you and your family the land on which you are now sleeping.
Message I'm giving the ground on which you are sleeping to you and to your descendants.
Most English translations do not overtly reflect the LD (16/20). Most on the formal equivalence pole of the continuum, do, however, commence with the dislocated constituent (NKJV, NRSV, ESV, NJPS, NJB). On the functional equivalence side of the continuum, the NBV and NLV also commence with the LD. The LD is only resumed in the matrix in the case of the KJV, DBV, Elberf. and NASB.
The NIV, CEB, ISV, NET and CEV do not reflect any overt clue to resemble the LD construction. The "this land" of GNB might be regarded as a trace of an attempt to reflect the LD. This also applies to the NLT's use of two sentences, as well as the Message's putting "the ground …." before "to you and your descendants". However, the latter may also be an attempt to reflect the fronting of the indirect object of the matrix clause.
It appears then, that on the FOE side of the continuum, only the translations that are dedicated to word for word translation -and the DBV -maintain the LD. A few others on that side of the continuum, but only two others on the FUE side, acknowledge that a marked construction is concerned. In other words, most translations do not overtly reflect the LD.
Furthermore, only KJV, Elberf. and DBV, overtly try to reflect to function of the fronting in the matrix clause.
If one considers Gen. 28:13-19, it is apparent that the discourse topic of the paragraph is "the land on which Jacob was lying" -and the fact that God is giving it exclusively to him and his descendants, and that He intends to make certain that the land stays that of Jacob and his family. The latter nuance is only overtly indicated in the DBV, Elberf., NLT and perhaps the Message.
One gets the impression that what is considered "idiomatic" English played a role in the apparent lack of fully resembling the LD in the source text. In the light of the renderings of the NKJV, NRSV, ESV, NJPS, NJB, NBV and NLV, it may be argued that fronting in English is regarded as a construction that 'interpretively resembles' a LD construction in BH. This may demonstrate the (close) functional relationship between LD and Fronting (cf. Andrason and Visser 2016; Andrason 2016a&b) .
Example 4
The LD in this example forms part of what could be regarded as a type of list, viz.
(1) "a nation and a company of nations" shall come from you; (2) and "kings" shall spring from you; (3) and "the land..." The first two members of the "list" are fronted subjects in the clauses in which they are used. The LD in vs. 12, activates another member of the list which is the "marked" object of the subsequent clause. The latter begins with a fronted indirect object (like in Example 3). 12 And, the land that I gave to Abraham and Isaac, to you I will give it, and also to your off-spring after you I will give the land." (Own translation)
KJV
And the land which I gave Abraham and Isaac, to thee I will give it, and to thy seed after thee will I give the land.
NKJV
The land which I gave Abraham and Isaac I give to you; and to your descendants after you I give this land. 
DBV
NASB
The land which I gave to Abraham and Isaac, I will give it to you, And I will give the land to your descendants after you.
NRSV
The land that I gave to Abraham and Isaac I will give to you, and I will give the land to your offspring after you.
ESV
NJPS
The land that I assigned to Abraham and Isaac I assign to you; And to your offspring to come will I assign the land.
NJB
The country which I gave to Abraham and Isaac, I now give to you; and this country I shall give to your descendants after you,
NIV
The land that I gave to Abraham and Isaac I will give to you, and I will give the land to your offspring after you, Most translations (KJV, DBV, Elberf, NASB, NJB, CEB, ISV, NLV, BNV) dislocate the LD by means of a comma, or they front it (NJKV, NRSV, ESV, NJPS, NIV, NET, Message). Only four resume the LD pronominally (KJV, Elberf., NASB and ISV). Three translations on the FUE pole do not overtly reflect any attempt to interpretively resemble the LD (NBV, GNB and CEV). The NLT tries to explicate the relationships involved.
CEB
From the above-mentioned comparison, it appears as if most translators did observe the LD and acknowledged the need to interpretively resemble it. However, one gets the impression that the grammatical acceptability of the English language would need to be strained if one would like to resemble the resumptive pronoun (see also example 4). The same can be said about the rendering of the fronted indirect object of the matrix clause.
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Example 5
A feature of this example is that the referent of the LD, i.e. the land which Abraham could see, is activated in the matrix clause (Gen. 13:14) of the ‫י‬ ִ‫-כּ‬clause which the LD introduces. The LD is then used to profile it in terms of its quantity, viz. "all" of it. Like in examples 3 and 4, the indirect object of the matrix clause is fronted for constituent focus, viz. "to you alone". 
15 "For all the land that you see, to you I will give it and to you offspring forever." KJV For all the land which thou seest, to thee will I give it, and to thy seed for ever.
NKJV for all the land which you see I give to you and your descendants forever.
Elberf.
Denn das ganze Land, das du siehst, dir will ich es geben und deinen Nachkommen für ewig. NASB for all the land which you see, I will give it to you and to your descendants forever.
NRSV for all the land that you see I will give to you and to your offspring forever.
ESV for all the land that you see I will give to you and to your offspring forever. GNB I am going to give you and your descendants all the land that you see, and it will be yours for ever, CEV I will give you and your family all the land you can see. It will be theirs forever!
NJPS
Message
Everything you see, the whole land spread out before you, I will give to you and your children forever.
Most translations front the LD (NKJV, NRSV, ESV, NJB, NIV, CEB, NBV, NLV), dislocate it by means of a comma (BNV and Message), and even resume the dislocated constituent (KJV, DBV, Elberf., NASB). Exceptions to this include the NJPS, NET, NLT on the one hand, and the ISV, GNB and CEV on the other. The former putting the LD of the Hebrew text before the indirect object, and the latter putting it after the indirect object of their translations.
Only the DBV and Elberf. front the indirect object in the matrix clause, thus reflecting the source text.
If one considers vss. 16-17, it is clear that the quantified LD item "all of the land" is the discourse topic of God's speech to Abraham "walk around through the length and breadth of the land" (vs. 17a) -as well the notion "to you I give it" (vs 17b).
Like in example 4, most translations try to interpretively resemble the marked construction, albeit to a lesser degree by means of a comma. The same translations on the FOE pole of the continuum resume the LD (KJV, DBV, Elberf. and NASB). However, in example 5, slightly more translations on the FUE pole do not overtly resemble the LD (NET, NLT, ISV, GNB and CEV). Remarkable is the rendering of the ISV -which lacks any overt resemblance of the LD. In example 4, it was the ISV that provides what I have regarded as a possible translation solution for the LD in that context of use.
Nevertheless, with respect to example 5, fronting (and to a lesser extent, the use of the comma) with no resumptive element in the subsequent clause, is regarded by the majority of the translations in our corpus to be the most appropriate way to resemble the LD in BH (cf. examples 3 and 4).
Example 6
In this example, it can also be argued that a discourse active entity (in Gen. 28:20-21) is profiled by means of the LD in terms of its quantity. The speaker then makes a committed promise regarding the profiled quantity, i.e. "all that you give me".
(6) Gen. 28.22 ‫ַשְּׂ‬ ‫ֲﬠ‬ ‫א‬ ‫ר‬ ֖ ‫ַשֵּׂ‬ ‫ﬠ‬ ‫י‬ ‫ן-לִ֔‬ ‫תֶּ‬ ‫תִּ‬ ‫ר‬ ֣ ‫ֲשֶׁ‬ ‫א‬ ֙ ‫ל‬ ‫כֹ‬ ‫וְ‬ ‫ים‬ ֑ ‫ֱ�הִ‬ ‫א‬ ‫ית‬ ֣ ‫בֵּ‬ ‫֖ה‬ ‫יֶ‬ ‫הְ‬ ‫יִ‬ ‫ה‬ ֔ ‫בָ‬ ‫צֵּ‬ ‫מַ‬ ‫י֙‬ ‫תִּ‬ ‫מְ‬ ‫ר-שַׂ֨‬ ‫ֲשֶׁ‬ ‫א‬ ‫את‬ ֹ֗ ‫זּ‬ ‫הַ‬ ‫ן‬ ‫בֶ‬ ֣ ‫אֶ‬ ‫הָ‬ ‫וְ‬ ‫�׃‬ ֽ ‫לָ‬ ‫נּוּ‬ ֥ ‫רֶ‬ "dan sal hierdie klip wat ek as gedenkteken/ gedenksteen opgerig het, 'n huis van God wees. En alles wat U vir my gee, 'n tiende daarvan sal ek sekerlik vir U teruggee." "then will this stone, which I have set up as a memorial, shall be a house of God; and all that you give me, I will surely give one-tenth of it to you." (DBV).
KJV
and of all that thou shalt give me I will surely give the tenth unto thee. NET and I will surely give you back a tenth of everything you give me.
NLT and I will present to God a tenth of everything he gives me.
NLV en van alles wat U vir my gee, sal ek vir U 'n tiende afstaan.
BNV en van alles wat U my gee, sal ek vir U 'n tiende gee.
GNB and I will give you a tenth of everything you give me.
CEV and I will give back to you a tenth of everything you give me.
Message
And everything you give me, I'll return a tenth to you.
Most translations front the LD (KJV, NKJV, NRSV, NASB, ESV, NIV, CEB and Message), dislocate it by means of a comma (NJPS, NLV and BNV), or resume the fronted LD (DBV and Elberf.). A feature of the versions that front the LD (without or with a comma, is that they "accommodate" the resumption of the LD with a pronoun suffixed to the verb in the Hebrew by means of the notion "all of". The only exceptions are the Elberf. and the DBV. While the latter resumes the LD, the former does not.
Quite a number of translations on the functional equivalent pole, do not overtly resemble the LD in any way (NJB, NBV, ISV, NET, NLT, GNB and CEV).
It appears that this is also an instance of LD in which it is not easy to resume the dislocated item in the matrix clause due to constraints particular to Germanic languages. The DBV is the only translation that does it, but uses a dash to render the Afrikaans in an idiomatic fashion.
(See the suggestion in example 4 concerning the use of a dash to interpretively resemble a LD construction.)
Most of the translations on the FUE pole, refrain from interpretively resembling the LD. The exception is, again, the Message. See also example 1, 2, 4 and 5.
Example 7
In this example, a discourse active entity "the woman" is dislocated to profile her in terms of the qualification of an aspect of her identity, viz. "whom you gave me". The crux of Adam's response to God's question: "Have you eaten from the tree of which I commanded you not to eat?" is then provided in the subsequent clause, viz. it is she/she is the one that/shé gave me from the tree's fruit and I ate of it. "The woman whom you gave to be with me, she gave me from the tree's fruit and I ate of it."
KJV
The woman whom thou gavest to be with me, she gave me of the tree, and I did eat.
NKJV
The woman whom you gave to be with me, she gave me fruit from the tree, and I ate.
Elberf.
Die Frau, die du mir zur Seite gegeben hast, sie gab mir von dem Baum, und ich aß.
NASB
The woman whom You gave to be with me, she gave me from the tree, and I ate.
NRSV
ESV
The woman whom you gave to be with me, she gave me fruit of the tree, and I ate.
NJPS
The woman You put at my side-she gave me of the tree, and I ate.
NJB
It was the woman you put with me; she gave me some fruit from the tree, and I ate it.
NIV
The woman you put here with me-she gave me some fruit from the tree, and I ate it.
CEB
The woman you gave me, she gave me some fruit from the tree, and I ate.
NBV
De vrouw die u hebt gemaakt om mij terzijde te staan, heeft mij vruchten van de boom gegeven en toen heb ik ervan gegeten.
ISV
The woman whom you provided for me gave me fruit from the tree, and I ate some of it.
NET
The woman whom you gave me, she gave me some fruit from the tree and I ate it.
NLT
It was the woman you gave me who gave me the fruit, and I ate it.
NLV "Ja," erken die mens, "maar dit was die vrou wat U my gegee het om by my te wees wat die vrugte vir my aangebied het, en toe het ek daarvan geëet."
BNV Die vrou wat U my gegee het om my by te staan, sy het vir my van die boom se vrugte gegee, en ek het geëet.
GNB
The woman you put here with me gave me the fruit, and I ate it.
CEV "It was the woman you put here with me," the man said. "She gave me some of the fruit, and I ate it."
Message The Woman you gave me as a companion, she gave me fruit from the tree, and, yes, I ate it.
Most of the translations (13/20) overtly resemble the LD constituent (KJV, NKJV, DBV, NRSV, Elberf., NASB, ESV, NJPS, NIV, CEB, NET, BNV and Message). Some read the construction as if it is focus announcing (NJB and CEV), and others as if it is a constituent focus construction (NLT). Some appear not to reflect the LD construction at all (ISV and GNB). The NLV explicates the construction, while the NBV distinguishes the LD constituent by means of a comma, but does not resume the LD in the matrix clause with a pronominal element.
It could be argued that the use of the LD represents a diplomatic rhetorical strategy of first announcing the qualities ("whom you gave me to be with me"), and then identifying-by means of a fronted subject-the guilty party. This diplomatic strategy is missing in the NJB, CEV, NLT and NLV.
In this example, translations typically do not have difficulties interpretively resembling the LD construction. Yet, the question as to how to render the constituent focus, marked by the fronted subject, appears to be more problematic. The same applies to example 8 below.
Example 8
In this example, the reference to a discourse active entity "God" is dislocated in order to profile him in terms of the qualification of an aspect of his identity, viz. "The Lord, the God of heaven, who took me from my father's house and from the land of my birth, and who made me a promise and confirmed it with an oath, 'To your offspring I give this land,'". The crux of the promise to Abraham is provided, viz. this God himself will ….. Most translations on the formal side of the continuum treat the 'long' LD item as a dislocated entity, using either a comma (KJV, NKJV, DBV, NRSV, Elberf., ESV, NBV) or a dash (NJPS, NJB, NIV, CEB). Although the NASB and the ISV do use a comma, the LD constituent is not resumed pronominally in the matrix clause. All the translations on the functional equivalent of the continuum make the LD item one sentence, and the matrix clause, a second sentence (NET, NLT, NLV, BNV, GNB, CEV and the Message). The BNV relexicalizes the LD, while the Message "adds" the near demonstrative "this" to relexicalized subject.
Translations on the FUE pole are true to their typical translation brief of providing translations that are not difficult to read. Most of them therefore turn the long LD + its matrix into two separate sentences. Such a two-sentence structure would correspond to the (pre-)intial stage of the grammaticalization of LD, where the referent is (re)activated in the prevous utterance and resumed and functionally specified in the subsequent utterance (cf. Andrason and Visser 2016) .
In the light of what emerges from the comparison of the LD + clause in examples 7 and 8, it is apparent that most translations struggle to overtly resemble the LD when it is resumed in the matrix clause as the fronted subject of that clause. This is also the case when the resumption of the LD that is fronted in the matrix clause is a non-subject constituent, cf. examples 3-5.
Example 9
In Gen. 2, God gave humans instructions concerning what they are allowed to eat in the garden. He first states that from all the trees in the garden, they may eat as much as they like. Then He dislocates the reference to one of the trees in order to profile it in terms of its identity, namely, the tree of knowledge of good and evil, and continues: "you may not eat from it". Message except from the Tree-of-Knowledge-of-Good-and-Evil. Don't eat from it.
The NKJV, NRSV, NASB, ESV, NJB and BNV front the LD items (without any resumptive or comma). The NIV, CEB, ISV, NET do not by any means overtly resemble the LD. The NBV, NLT, NLV, GNB and CEV interprets the LD to overtly marking an exception.
The KJV, Elberf., NJPS and DBV interpretively resemble the LD. The DBV uses a dash in order to resume the pronoun later in the sentence. The Message may also be regarded as an attempt to resemble the LD.
This use of the LD construction in Biblical Hebrew appears to be difficult to resemble formally in Germanic languages. This is most probably the reason why many of the FOE translations (6/20) merely front the LD constituent, while others to the "middle" of the continuum do not try to overtly resemble the construction, and those on the FUE pole try to resemble the essence of the semantics involved. The Message is surprising in that it tries to interpretively resemble the function of the LD by the use of a new form. i.e. one which corresponds to an extent to the (pre-)intial stage of the grammaticalization of LD. The referent to be excluded is activated in an utterance A and resumed and functionally specified in the subsequent utterance B (cf. also example 8 and Andrason and Visser 2016).
Example 10
Example 10 could be regarded as an untypical instance of left-dislocation. A discourse active entity, Silla, is reactivated in order to profile her with respect to an activity that Lamech's other wife, Adah, already had performed, i.e. to give birth to a child.
(10) Gen. 4.22 A LD is lexically distinguished by the NKJV, NASB, NJPS, NJB and by means of a comma in the KJV, Elberf., NLT and DBV. The NET Bible's "now" may also be attempt to resemble the LD. The scope of the focus particle ‫ַם‬ ‫,גּ‬ "Zillah", however, is seldom identified correctly. Cf. NKJV, NASB, NJPS, NJB, NET, NLT -in contrast to the Elberf. and DBV. The NIV, NBV and BNV identify the scope correctly, but do not overtly distinguish a LD.
The ESV and CEB do not overtly distinguish a LD, nor represent the scope of ‫ַם‬ ‫גּ‬ correctly. Furthermore, many translations on the FUE pole of the continuum also fail to overtly interpretively resemble the LD or the focus particle, viz. ISV, NLT, NLV, GNB, CEV and the Message. Surprisingly, the NRSV is also part of this group.
If one considers the results of this comparison, it appears that translations at the FOE pole have found it easier to interpretively resemple an overt LD in Gen 4:22, than to identify the scope of the focus particle corretly. Translations on the FUA pole tend to fail to adequately resemble both the LD and the scope of the focus particle. It may be argued that the adequate resemblance of these communicative clues could have had enhanced the ease of processing information of the discourse paragraph for the target language audiences of those "easy to read" translations.
Summary
The empirical data, even though limited, confirmed the three hypotheses which I set out to investigate:
Firstly, in general, translations on the FOE pole tend to interpretively resemble LD constructions. If the LD tends to be very prototypical (e.g. example 1), this tendency is displayed even by some translations towards the FUE pole.
Secondly, however, even in those instances, translations on the FUE pole typically do not try to interpretively resemble the construction. In these cases, it could be argued that they are not serving the very goal they want to accomplish-viz, to provide readers with a translation that is easy to read and process.
Thirdly, the structure of English, Afrikaans and Dutch-in contrast to German-often appears to require a construal that does not formally reflect the pronominal resumption of the LD constituent in the matrix clause. In these languages, LD is often translated by fronting the dislocated constituent, and often a pause following the fronted constituent is signalled by way of a comma. It was also found that 1) translations at all levels of the cline often struggle to interpretively resemble the semantic and pragmatic function of a fronted constituent in the matrix clause -in particular if the subject of the clause is fronted. The use of a dash after the dislocated constituent appears to be a possible strategy to address this translation problem; 2) translations that are closer to the FOE pole, as well as those that are in the middle of continuum, often appear to "gloss" over some less prototypical instances of the LD and/or fine nuanced distinctions; and 3) The Message (at the extreme FUE pole) often interprets (and interpretively resembles) the sense of a LD in an innovative manner.
